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Abstract：In considering the liability principles that apply to sport activities,it is important to give 
attention to acts of God,sometimes referred to as acts of Nature, since they are occasionally a factor 
in sport activity liability cases in both Japan and the U.S.A. Under such circumstances, no one is 
liable for the incident in sport activities. According to“Black's Law Dictionary, an act of God may 
be defined as an operation of natural forces so unexpected that no human foresight or skill could 
reasonably be expected to anticipate it.”There are many kinds of acts of God. A typical act of God 
is thunderbolt accident in sports activities. Then, this study aims at clarifying the influence, role 
and function in sports activity law through analyzing judicial precedents of sport activities in both 
Japan and the U.S.A.























































































































































































































































































































のは，アメリカゴルフ協会規則（United States Golf 
Association's rules）にも定められているような落雷






























































































































































ク対アノカ事件｣（Luke v.Anoka,277 Minn.1,151 
N.W.2d 429 ＜1967＞）があげられる｡
３）このようなケースの具体的判例については，例
え ば， ①Pleasure Beach Park Co.v.Bridgeport 
Dredge & Dock Co.,165 A 691,116 Conn.496. ②
Caron v.Guiliano, 211 A 2d 705, 26 Conn. Sup.44. 
③Cleaveland v.Walker, 52 Ohio App. 477, 6 Ohio 
Op.138, 3 N.E. 2d 990 （1936）などを参照｡
４） 前者の ケ ー ス; Brewer v. U.S., 108 F.Supp.889 
（1952），後者のケース; Blue v. St. Clair Country 
Club, 7 Ⅲ, 2d 31（1955）.
５）Hames v. State of Tennessee, 808 S.W.2d 41 
19
（Ten.1991）
６）Mcauliffe v. Town of New Windsor,577 N.Y.S.2d 
942（A.D.1991）.,Supreme Court of New York, 















　　Shieler v.United States ,642 F.Supp.1310 
（E.D.Cal） U.S.District Court,Eastern District 
Court, Eastern District Calif. August 4, 1986.
７）Dykema v. Gus Macker Enterpreises,Inc.,196 
Mich.App.6; 492 N.Y.2d（1992）,Court of Appeals 
of Michigan September 8,1992.
８）Bier v. City New York Philadelphia,11 Ohio 
St.3d.134,464 N.E.2d.147（1984）. Supreme Court 
of Ohio, June 13 1984.
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